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In this Response, Applicant 
regard to the Examiner's rejections o: 
Applicant that the rejections are moot 
claim from which the dependent claims 
prosecute the same or similar claims in 
pending in the present application. 



REMARKS 

traverses the Examiner's rejections. Applicant's silence with 
dent claims constitutes a recognition by the 
baked on Applicant's Remarks relative to the independent 
depend. Applicant reserves the option to further 

present or a subsequent application. Claims 1-1 8 are 



tie 



Applicant's ^enlv to the Advisory Action 



tie 



Final 



Throughout the examination of 
Applicant's claims 1-18 are unpatentable 

In Applicant's Response to the 
detailed arguments that explained why 
of Applicant's independent claims 1 anc. 

In the Advisory Action, the Examiner 
detailed arguments. Instead, the Examiner 
portion of his reasoning from the Final 

As the Examiner knows, the Advisory 
obligations under 37 C-F.R. § 1.104(c)(£) 
if not apparent must be clearly explain 
directs the Examiner to M.P.E.P. 707, vftiich 
claim for a patent is rejected, or any objection 
and/or objection together yvith such information 
propriety of continuing the prosecution 

As the Examiner also knows, th 
complies with the above- cited authorities 
the present application. 

Since the Examiner did not su 1 
arguments that were presented in Applicant 
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Office Action, the Applicant presented several 
rjeither Adams nor Soltis teaches or suggests any feature 



present application, the Examiner has maintained that 
over Adams in view of Soltis. 



11. 

failed to substantively respond to any of these 
merely repeated, without elaboration, an irrelevant 
<t)ffice Action. 

Action does not comply with the Examiner's 
|, which provides that "the pertinence of each reference, 
and each rejected claim specified. 3 * Applicant further 
provides that "* [wjhenever, on examination, any 
made/ notification of the reasons for rejection 
and references as may be useful in judging the 
(35 U.S-C. § 132) should be given." 

Examiner's failure to provide an Advisory Action that 
limits the Applicant's ability to further prosecution of 



bstantively respond in the Advisory Action to any of the 

s Response to the Final Office Action, Applicant re- 
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presents those arguments in this Respons 
reply to these arguments in a manner tha L 



Claim Rejections 



The Examiner rejected claims 1- 
Ad^ms in view of Soltis. 



.8 under 35 U.S.C, § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 



area 



Applicant's independent claim 1 
control device. Among other tilings, 
from a remote host device to the control 
without interrupting the operation of the 
control device are coupled through a 
data to a respective inactive memory 
microprocessor, during an idle period Oj 
data in the inacti ve memory area 

Applicant reviewed the Advisor^ 
Action. As the Examiner knows, a prinja 
requires (1) a motivation to combine 
a teaching or suggestion of all claimed 
establish a prima facie case of obviousness 
element (3), i.e., Adams and Soltis do 
claim 1 . Applicant chooses not to 
moot based on the failure of the 

First, Applicant's independent 
that are coupled, through a Fieldbus 
present application, the Examiner has 
devices that are coupled through a 

In contrast to Applicant's im 
devices that are coupled through a Ft 
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Claims 1-10 

is directed to a method of modifying memory on a 
Applicant's independent claim 1 includes transferring data 
device during unscheduled communications periods and 
control device, in which the remote host device and the 
Fieldbus communications network; storing the transferred 
; and, redirecting at least one control device 
the control device microprocessor, to execute the stored 



comment 



; Examiner 



e. Applicant respectfully requests that the Examiner 
complies with the above-cited authorities. 



references, 



not 



Action, the Final Office Action, and the First Office 
facie case of obviousness under 35 U,S.C. § 103(a) 
, (2) a reasonable expectation of success, and (3) 
features. Applicant contends that the Examiner fails to 
because the Examiner still fails to meet at least 
teach all of the features of Applicant's independent 

on elements (1) and (2) because these elements are 
to meet element (3). 
1 includes a remote host device and a control device 
network. Throughout the examination of the 
to provide a reference that teaches or suggests 
communications network. 



claim 



communication ; 



failed 



r Fieldbus 



dependent < 



claim 1, neither Adams nor Soltis describes 
elUbus communications network. Rather, Adams describes 
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a local host system that communicates with a disk drive via a SCSI storage interface, while Soltis 
describes nodes that communicate with each other over a fiber channel interface that combines 
the features of an ATM network and the SCSI storage interface. The Adams and Soltis networks 
and interfaces are not Applicant's claimed Fieldbus communications network. Adams and Soltis 
do not, therefore, teach or suggest the feature of Applicant's independent claim 1 directed to a 
remote host device and a control device that are coupled through a Fieldbus communication 
network. 

Second, Applicant's independent claim 1 includes a remote host device that can transfer 
data to the control device during unscheduled communications periods. 

The Examiner contends that Adam's logic circuit that "perform[s] steps including (1) in 
response to an identification inquiry command, providing said identification information stored 
in the memory device" reads on Applicant's claimed remote host device that can transfer data to 
a control device during unscheduled communications periods. 

Applicant respectfully requests that the Examiner reconsider the teachings of the cited 
portion of Adams. At most, the cited portion of Adams teaches a logic circuit that can receive an 
identification inquiry command and provide identification information in reply to the command. 
The cited portion does not teach or suggest whether the receiving of the command and/or the 
providing of the information occur during a scheduled or an unscheduled communications period 
of the logic circuit. 

As known by one of ordinary skill in the art, the Fieldbus communications protocol 
includes scheduled and unscheduled communications periods. Since Adams and Soltis do not 
teach or suggest devices that are coupled through a Fieldbus communications network, Adams 
and Soltis cannot, and do not, teach or suggest the feature of Applicant's independent claim I 
directed to a remote host device that can transfer data to a control device during unscheduled 
communications periods of the Fieldbus communications protocol 

Third, Applicant's independent claim 1 includes storing the transferred data to a 
respective inactive memory area. 

As previously described, Adams and Soltis do not teach or suggest a remote host device 
that can transfer data to a control device during unscheduled communications periods. Since 
Adams and Soltis do not teach or suggest Applicant's claimed data transfer, Adams and Soltis 

FHBoston/1029532.2 
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cannot, and do not, teach or suggest Applicant's claimed transferred data that results from 
Applicant's claimed data transfer. Adams and Soltis do not, therefore, teach or suggest the 
feature of Applicant's independent claim 1 directed to storing the transferred data to a respective 
inactive memory area. 

Fourth, Applicant's independent claim 1 includes redirecting at least one control device 
microprocessor, during an idle period of the control device microprocessor, to execute the stored 
data in the inactive memory area. 

Applicant agrees with the Examiner's statement that Adams does not teach or suggest 
this feature of Applicant's independent claim 1. 

With respect to Soltis, the Examiner points to Soltis col. 25, lines 21-23 and 27-31 and 
cryptically concludes that "[i]t would have been obvious to . . . have incorporated" the teachings 
of the cited portion of Soltis with Adams "to increase the manageability of the available capacity 
of the disk drives and memory devices while in service in various data processing systems." 

Applicant respectfully requests that the Examiner reconsider the teachings of Soltis. 
Neither the cited portion of Soltis nor any other portion of Soltis includes a single reference to an 
idle period (or any other period) of a microprocessor. Soltis cannoi, therefore, teach or suggest 
the feature of Applicant's independent claim 1 directed to redirecting at least one control device 
microprocessor, during an idle period of the control device microprocessor, to execute the stored 
data in the inactive memory area. 

In summ ary, neither Adams nor Soltis teaches or suggests any feature of Applicant's 
independent claim 1. Specifically, neither Adams nor Soltis teaches or suggests Applicant's 
claimed host device and control device that are coupled through a Fieldbus communications 
network, Applicant's claimed host device that can transfer data to the control device during 
unscheduled communications periods and without interrupting the operation of the control 
device, Applicant's claimed storing the transferred data to a respective inactive memory area, 
and Applicant's claimed redirecting the control device microprocessor, during an idle period of 
the control device microprocessor, to execute the stored data in the inactive memory area. 

Applicant's independent claim 1 is allowable. Since Applicant's independent claim 1 is 
allowable, claims 2-10 that depend therefrom are also allowable. 
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Claims 11-18 

Applicant's independent claim 1 1 is a system claim that includes features similar to 
allowable independent claim 1 . Applicant's independent claim 1 1 is therefore allowable for the 
reasons provided with respect to allowable independent claim 1 . Since independent claim 1 1 is 
allowable, claims 12-18 depending. therefrom are also allowable. 

CONCLUSION 

This Response is fully responsive to the present Office Action. 

Based on the foregoing Amendment and Remarks, Applicant respectfully submits that 
this application is in condition for allowance. Accordingly, Applicant requests allowance. 
Applicant invites the Examiner to contact the Applicant's undersigned Attorney if any issues are 
deemed to remain prior to allowance. 

Respectfully submitted, 
FOLEY HOAG LLP 

Date: 

Customer No. 25,181 
Patent Group 
Foley Hoag LLP 
155 Seaport Blvd. 
Boston, MA 02210 
Tel: (617) 832-1241 
Fax: (617)832-7000 




Reg. No. 42,049 
Attorney for the Applicant 
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